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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on 09/14/2007 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 

35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly 

owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 

Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of 

each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the 

examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior 

art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1-6, 8-10, 12-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rajarajan et al. (US6950990, hereinafter Rajarajan) in view of Bocioned et al. (US20020093537, 
hereinafter Bocioned). 
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As to claims 1, 8, 9, 12, 18, 

Rajarajan shows a method for displaying Web-based pages on a display device; one or more 
corresponding computer-readable media comprising computer executable instructions that, when 
executed, direct a computer; and a corresponding system, comprising a memory comprising a set of 
computer-executable instructions and a processor coupled to the memory, the processor configured to 
execute the computer-executable instructions that, when executed, direct a computer; (e.g., see abstract) 
said method, said corresponding computer-readable media, and said corresponding system comprising: 

displaying Web-based pages on a display device (column 2, lines 58-66), each Web-based 
display page comprising: 

a first area (figure 5, element 506) that provides an ordered (Applicant fails to define this term, 
thus Examiner interprets this as "logical or comprehensible") list of user-selectable tasks (e.g., controls) 
associated with performing provisioning hardware resources (e.g., "objects relating to specific hardware 
units") in order to organize said compute hardware resources into a network (e.g., the hardware API is 
controlled by the user interface to "allow communication between the resource itself and a separate 
computer system" thus creating a network)(column 15, lines 2-11; column 8, lines 15-36); 

and a second area (figure 5, element 504) containing display information and/or parameter fields 
associated with a particular one of the user-selectable tasks, such that when a particular one of the user- 
selectable tasks is selected from the first area, information and/or parameter fields necessary to complete 
operations associated with the particular one of the user-selectable tasks are presented in the second 
area (column 1 5, lines 1 2-21 ). 

Rajarajan fails to specifically show: said first area containing a graphical workflow indicator. 

In the same field of invention of web page navigation of task oriented processes, Bocioned 
teaches: a user interface supporting navigation and concurrent application operation. Bocioned further 
teaches: Subtasks being implemented within corresponding tabbed web task pages, visible tabs (e.g., 
tabs are a form of controls) being associated with each individual tabbed subtask web page and 
incorporating an identifier (i.e., graphical workflow indicator) identifying the function provided by the 
subtask web page (page 3, paragraph [0026], lines 1-4). 
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Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of 
Rajarajan and Bocioned at the time that the invention was made, to have combined the subtasks being 
implemented within corresponding tabbed web task pages, visible tabs being associated with each 
individual tabbed subtask web page and incorporating an identifier identifying the function provided by the 
subtask web page of Bocioned with the method, corresponding computer-readable media, and 
corresponding system as taught by Rajarajan. 

One would have been motivated to make such combination because a way to simplify network 
implementation of business to business and business to consumer interaction for commercial 
transactions and other purposes would have been obtained and desired, as expressly taught by 
Bocioned (page 2, paragraph [0016], lines 12-14). 

As to claims 2, 10, 13, 19, Bocioned shows: 

Wherein each of the user-selectable tasks contains a hypertext link to a particular one of the 
pages to enable a user to navigate through the ordered list of user selectable tasks associated with 
performing the provisioning of the network (abstract, lines 15-18). 

As to claims 3, 14, 20: 

Rajarajan and Bocioned show a method, corresponding computer-readable media, and 
corresponding system substantially as claimed, as specified above. 

Bocioned further shows: Wherein the graphical workflow indicator includes an alphabetic indicator 
(e.g., nomenclature within the tab, for example, "BROWSE", "SEARCH") configured to specify (i) which 
user-selectable task is currently selected by the user, and (ii) where within the ordered list the user- 
selectable task falls (page 4, paragraph [0029], lines 8-14). 

Rajarajan and Bocioned fail to specifically show: the graphical workflow indicator includes a 
numeric indicator. 

However these differences are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material and do not 
alter how the indicator functions (i.e., the nonfunctional descriptive material does not prevent the indicator 
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from specifying). Thus, this nonfunctional descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention 
from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 
(Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

As to claims 4, 15, 21: 

Rajarajan and Bocioned show a method, corresponding computer-readable media, and 
corresponding system substantially as claimed, as specified above. 

Bocioned further shows: Wherein the display information includes. a map (page 1 , paragraph 
[0004], lines 14-16). 

Rajarajan and Bocioned fail to specifically show: Wherein the display information includes a map 
of a network. 

However these differences are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material and do not 
alter how the map is displayed (i.e., the nonfunctional descriptive material does not reconfigure the 
display). Thus, this nonfunctional descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the 
prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 
1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

As to claims 5, 16, 22, Rajarajan shows: 

wherein the parameter fields are configured to display information entered by a user (column 15, 
lines 12-21). 

As to claims 6, 17, 23, Rajarajan shows: 

Wherein the parameter fields (figure 5, element 504 is a form) are configured to provide locations 
to receive information entered by a user, the information being appurtenant to the user-selectable task 
(column 15, lines 12-21). 
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Claims 7, 11, 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rajarajan in 
view of Bocioned, further in view of Raymond (US7010593). 

As to claim 7,11, 24: 

Rajarajan and Bocioned shows a method, corresponding computer-readable media, and 
corresponding system substantially as claimed, as specified above. 

Rajarajan further shows: a console including a tool bar and three zones (figure 12, column 28, 
lines 30-33) and parameters being extrapolated, by the framework from the context of the user interface 
when a particular script is invoked (column 21 , lines 64-67). 

Rajarajan and Bocioned fails to specifically show: further comprising displaying a third area 
simultaneously with the first and second areas, the third area including at least one tip presented to a 
user to assist in completing one of the user-selectable tasks selected by the user. 

In the same field of invention, Raymond teaches: method for dynamically providing information 
that is relevant to a particular problem to an administrator (abstract, lines 1-3). Raymond further teaches: 
a problem event being received; contextual instructions pertinent to troubleshooting the type of problem 
event received being generated; contextual diagnostic data pertinent to the type of problem event being 
generated; said instructions and diagnostic data being displayed to the network administrator on a display 
device for network administrator viewing (figure 7, column 19, line 65 through column 19, line 9); and a 
view window having a plurality of data windows for facilitating optimal display of display space (figure 1 3, 
column 21 , lines 34-45), and including instructions (e.g., tips) displayed in a data display window (column 
27, line 10-14). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of 
Rajarajan, Bocioned and Raymond at the time that the invention was made, to have combined the a 
problem event being received; contextual instructions pertinent to troubleshooting the type of problem 
event received being generated; contextual diagnostic data pertinent to the type of problem event being 
generated; said instructions and diagnostic data being displayed to the network administrator on a display 
device for network administrator viewing; and a view window having a plurality of data windows for 
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facilitating optimal display of display space, and including instructions (e.g., tips) displayed in a data 
display window of Raymond with the method, corresponding computer-readable media, and 
corresponding system as taught by Rajarajan and Bocioned. 

One would have been motivated to make such combination because a way to decrease the 
likelihood that an administrator will misdiagnose a problem in the evaluation of a network problem event 
would have been obtained and desired, as expressly taught by Raymond (column 2, lines 48-52). 

References to specific columns, figures or lines should not be limiting in any way. The entire 
reference provides disclosure related to the claimed invention. 

Response to Arguments 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) Rejection of claims 1-24 

Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but are not persuasive. Examiner reiterates 
that references to specific columns, figures or lines should not be limiting in any way. The entire reference 
provides disclosure related to the claimed invention. Applicant argues that: 

1) However, and in contrast to the presently claimed invention, nothing in Rajarajan teaches or 
suggests provisioning hardware resources into a network. Provisioning hardware resources into a 
computer network as in the present invention is not the same as monitoring workspaces and altering 
information related to the workspaces and their respective users, as in Rajarajan. As defined in the 
specification of the present invention, provisioning relates to specifying an array of information to enable 
two network elements to be linked. See, page 1 lines 14-16 of the specification." Rajarajan is merely 
managing information related to these network elements that already are in the network and has nothing 
to do with linking the elements within a network infrastructure. The Examiner cites col. 15, lines 2-11 as 
teaching provisioning in a network. However, this portion of Rajarajan has nothing to do with provisioning, 
but instead continues the general theme of Rajarajan, specifically that the GUI taught by Rajarajan is 
used to access and change (if necessary) user and user workspace related information, not hardware 
provisioning information (page 12, last paragraph). 

Examiner disagrees. 
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As to 1), as pointed out in the previous office action, Rajarajan clearly teaches a list of user- 
selectable tasks (e.g., controls) associated with certain of resources (e.g., objects) (column 15, lines 2- 
11), said resources being hardware resources (e.g., printers, workstations) (column 8, lines 25-36). 
Applicant seemly ignores this fact with the statement "Rajarajan is used to access and change (if 
necessary) user and user workspace related information." Hardware, as is well known to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, may or may not be associated with a user. In fact, hardware may be associated with a 
multitude of users, such as in the case of a shared printer. Thus, at the very least, Rajarajan teaches 
more than what Applicant alleges. Further, Rajarajan clearly teaches using the user interface shown in 
figure 5 may be used to manage the API of a hardware resource to "allow communication between the 
resource itself and a separate computer system" (column 8, lines 15-25) thus creating a network. Thus, 
Rajarajan clearly teaches provisioning, and in particular hardware provisioning. 

Conclusion 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure: 
Gallagher et al. [U.S. 631 4449] 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Jordany Nunez whose telephone number is (571 )272-2753. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday Through Thursday 9am-7:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Weilun Lo can be reached on (571 )272-4847. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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11/15/2007 
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